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Dr. F. Lowy (Chair); Dr. J. Lightstone; Dr. H. Proppe; Dr. C.L. Bertrand; 
Prof. C. Lam; Prof. T. Stathopoulos; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Dr. D.L. Boisvert; 
Prof. W. Byers; Dean M. Anvari; Prof. J. Tomberlin; Prof. M. Brian; Dr. 
R. Bonin; Mr. J. Woodrow; Prof. S. McDonough; Ms. K. Norman; Mr. 1. 
Sullivan; Mr. M. Cambridge; Ms. Hina Patel; Prof. J. Chaikelson; Prof. 
V.V. Baba; Dean M. Kusy; Dean C. Jackson; Ms. L. Prendergast; Prof. L. 
Roberge; Prof. M. Corwin; Prof. D. Cheeke; Mr. M. Klamph; Prof. H. 
Shulman; Prof. A. Teffeteller; Dr. T. D. Bui; Prof. H. McQueen. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Me B. Gaudet; Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. R.H. 


ABSENT: 
GUESTS: 
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Pallen; Prof. J. Krause; Mr. J. Baerg; Ms. K. Bolh; 
Mr. J. Carruthers; Mr. Erik Paulsson; Mr. S. Tabar; 
Mr. D. Srinivasan. 

Prof. W. Knitter; Prof. V. Rajiva; Prof. C. Bayne; Mr. J-F. Plamondon. 


Prof. M. Danis, Vice-Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science; Ms. T. Geha, 
Vice-President, Academic, CASA. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. by Dr. Lowy. 


On behalf of Dean Valaskakis who was away, Dr. Lowy requested, and it 
was agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Vice-Dean Marcel Danis. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BABA, THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING 
OF 8 MARCH 1996 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Rector 


Dr. Lowy, commenting with respect to the matter of the Chairship of Senate 
and the Notice concerning the nomination process for the position of 
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Speaker of Senate which had been distributed before the beginning of the 
meeting, announced that in accordance with the procedures adopted by 
Senate, the Steering Committee had nominated Dr. John W. O'Brien, 
Rector Emeritus, who, he advised, would be retiring at the end of this 
academic year but has agreed to allow his nomination to go forward and to 
accept the position of Speaker of Senate if elected. Also, with respect to 
ongoing discussions between Concordia officials and those of other 
universities, particularly McGill, which, he advised, were taking place in a 
spirit of collegiality and respect, that they were exploratory in nature and 
concerned the possible development of procedures for collaboration to 
permit the institutions to operate as effectively but more efficiently in the 
face of current financial constraints. Finally, he drew members and 
elaborated on, the memorandum concerning the Joint Meeting of Senate and 
the Board of Governors vis-a-vis the public consultations with respect to the 
short-listed candidates ‘for the position of Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations, which was scheduled to be held at 10:00 am.., Wednesday, 22 
May 1996 in the J.A. de Séve Cinema, McConnell Building, S.G.W. 
Campus. 


Question Period 


Referring to what he described as the absolution of Drs. Swamy, S. Sankar 
and T. Sankar by NSERC for any blame or wrongdoing vis-a-vis their 
research grants and publications, and the catastrophic effect of the loss of 
their positions and research grants on their careers, Dr. Cheeke gave Notice 
of Motion "that Senate give its regrets to Professors M.N.S. Swamy, S. 
Sankar and T. Sankar for the circumstances leading to their leaving 
Concordia, and requests that the administration at Concordia University 
give them an apology and formally reinstate them". 


In response to the above, Dr. Lowy advised that this was an issue of 
interest not only to Senate but to the entire University community; that it 
was his opinion that while strictly speaking the motion dealt with personnel 
rather than academic issues, the matter was of such interest that it would be 
appropriate for Senate to discuss it; and that the "Notice of Motion" would 
be considered by the Steering Committee. He also stated that this was a 
multi-dimensional issue; and that while everyone was pleased that the 
NSERC situation, which was one of the dimensions, had been cleared up, 
there were other aspects that also needed some attention. In additional 
comments, Prof. McQueen advised that he strongly supported the "Notice 
of Motion", and that. what he termed the "exoneration" of the individuals by 
NSERC was also an exoneration of the Mechanical Engineering Department 
which, he argued, had been under a cloud since the time of the Fabrikant 
allegations of corruption, etc. 


Other issues that were raised and responded to included questions 
concerning input from the Vice-Rector, Academic, vis-a-vis distribution of 
the 1997 Capitol Budget which, Senate was advised, had yet to be 
considered by the Office of the Rector; reconciling the expenses incurred in 
connection with the senior administration's retreat at the Chateau Vaudreuil 
from the 3rd to the 5th of December 1995, with the University's financial 
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situation; the apparent smaller budgetary cutbacks at McGill in comparison 
with those at Concordia; the practice with respect to the internal transfer of 
credits from one programme to another, and the related policy concerning 
"pro tanto" credits; the status of admission applications, particularly with 
respect to the acceptance response-time and the adverse effect of last year's 
restructuring of the Registrar's Office on the process; the need to monitor 
the January entry programme vis-a-vis its effect on regular enrolments, the 
possibility of providing Senate with comparative statistics with respect to 
that, and the need for departments to shift resources in order to 
accommodate January entry students in terms of elementary course sections, 
etc.; and the lack of coordination vis-a-vis ongoing discussions between. 
Concordia administrators and those of other universities, particularly 
McGill, and the possibility of the Steering Committee playing a coordinating 
role with respect to that. 


In response to the question of ongoing administration consultations between 
universities, Dr. Lightstone advised that it was his personal view that prior 
to establishing an official process, as opposed to unofficial exploratory 
discussions being undertaken by individuals, etc., it was absolutely 
essential to have a clear idea as to Concordia's academic priorities, and that 
given its mandate vis-a-vis the academic planning process, SCAPP, rather 
than the Steering Committee, should be the body designated to play a 
monitoring and coordinating role with respect to such discussions; that he 
has attempted to keep his counterparts at the other universities informed as 
to where Concordia was in terms of academic planning so that they might be 
able to anticipate the timing of discussions; and that it was apparent to him 
that Concordia's sister institutions in Montreal were not nearly as far along 
in the academic planning process as we were. In additional comments, Dr. 
Lowy emphasized that all of the universities had agreed that individual 
identities would be maintained no matter what and that there was no 
pressure or remote discussions vis-a-vis the kind of speculation that had 
appeared recently in the press, i.e., there were no university mergers being 
contemplated by anyone. 


Appointments 


With respect to the appointments to Senate committees, it was noted that the 
name of the faculty representative to the University Library Committee 
should be corrected to read Prof. S. Betton. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BABA, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-3-Dl BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Budgeting Process - 1996-97 


Updating Senate on the budget preparation situation, Dr. H. Proppe, 
Interim Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and every attempt had been 
made by the Steering Committee to get someone from the Faculty of 


Commerce and Administration; that those contacted or considered were not 
available; that the student member on the Ad Hoc Committee was from the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration; and that he had no objection as 
Chair of the Steering Committee to the idea of adding a voluntary faculty 
member from Commerce and Administration to the Ad Hoc Committee if 
such an individual could be found. 


Prof. Chaikelson advised that the Committee did not see its role as 
considering the budget from a Faculty perspective, but rather to look at the 
budget in an abstract sense; and that while it was not her role as Chair of the 
Ad Hoc Committee to agree or disagree with the addition of a faculty 
representative from Commerce and Administration to the membership of a 
committee whose composition had been established by Senate, she 
personally had no objection to the idea. Senate was also advised that 
SCAPP was in favour of the idea of adding a representative from the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, which sentiments had already 
been conveyed to the Steering Committee. 


In presenting and explaining the first Report from the Ad Hoc Senate 
Finance Committee (Document US-96-3-D9), Prof. Chaikelson argued that 
the 1995/96 financial year basically consisted of three cycles, 1.e., the Ist 
cut, the 2nd cut, and a redistribution of returned monies; that the budget that 
Senate had approved in May 1995 was, to a large extent, an exercise in 
fiction, and that no revised budget was ever submitted to Senate vis-a-vis 
the money that had been 'redistributed; that given that this year's budget 
was also going to be in part an exercise in fiction, and that the new Chief 
Financial Officer who would be preparing the budget in the future might not 
come from the academic sector and might need to hear the Senate debate in 
order to inform the process, it was important that any major changes to the 
budget as originally passed by Senate had to be presented to Senate for 
consideration ; and that a projected year-end budget result should also be 
presented to Senate each January. She also advised that the Ad Hoc 
Committee was concerned with the effects of enrolment fluctuations on 
budgets in a particular year vis-a-vis Performance Indicator #5, and was 
recommending that a 3-year moving average be used with respect to this 
measure; and that back-up documents with respect to the indicators in 
general should be made available. Finally, she advised that the Ad Hoc 
Committee was concerned that SCAPP, which had apparently received 
updated documents concerning the 1995/96 Operating Budget, had not 
forwarded such information to Senate, 1.e., there appeared to be a problem 
of interface between SCAPP and Senate. 


Issues that were raised and responded to during the continuing discussion 
included concerns with respect to the mandates of the Ad Hoc Senate 
Finance Committee and SCAPP vis-a-vis the budget, duplication of work 
between the Ad Hoc Committee and the Finance Sub-Committee of 
SCAPP, and the possibility of the Ad Hoc Committee submitting its report 
to both SCAPP and Senate; the need for the development of a long-range 
academic plan; the need for submission of follow-up budgets to Senate after 
the provisional budget had been approved, and a suggested motion to the 
effect that - "as the University amends the budget from time-to-time during 


the course of the year, a clear demonstration of the changes made from the 
approved budget to the present one must be provided to, and approved by, 
Senate,"; details with respect to any changes that had been made vis-a-vis 
the 1995/96 Operating Budget; issues of concern for Senate discussion, 
including the division of the proposed cut within the academic sector, the 
effect of retirements on the nature and future structure of the University, and 
the need to ensure Senate consideration of line items and academic 
implications, and that the principles behind the budget were drawn out and 
debated at Senate; and the importance of having a committee such as the Ad 
Hoc Senate Finance Committee which was able to bring major issues to the 
floor of Senate for debate in advance of the budget, including the matter of 
the Performance Indicators, which, it was argued, were redundant and 
overlapped in the sense that what was measured by one indicator was 
contained in what was measured by another, etc., that the University's 
funding in some way should be related to an income ratio, 1.e., the FTE 
basis had to be a major component of any funding formula in any indicator 
model, and that serious consideration should be given to using some form 
of yearly averaging vis-a-vis the indicators. It was also argued, however, 
that research was an important characteristic of what the University was 
intended to do; that the indicators that have been used measured research 
and teaching loads, that there should be a relationship between the two as 
was spelled out in the Collective Agreement, etc., and that to simply base 
the indicators on FTE's would not be recognizing research maintenance in 
terms of costs, etc.; that the expenses-to-revenue ratio used in connection 
with the indicators was based on a totally simulated model, i.e., the 
monitory value of the FTE's was based on a computer simulation; and that 
the indicator model used last year basically took into consideration all of the 
things that the University was supposed to be doing, i.e., research, teaching 
and the expenses. 


With respect to the issue of the addition of a representative from the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration to the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee, 
a concern was expressed that the Ad Hoc Committee had been specifically 
designed not to be based on Faculty representation; and it was argued that 
such representation, i.e., one member from each Faculty, created a problem 
whereby 55% of the academic sector would be represented by only 25% of 
the membership of the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee, particularly at a 
time when the Institution was facing a budget situation where 80 to 90% of 
the cuts would be coming from one Faculty, and that that Faculty was not 
represented on all of the relevant committees in proportion to anything 
approaching its importance to the University. In connection with this, Dr. 
Lowy expressed the feeling that the matter should be able to be resolved 
through the Steering Committee, and would require that the name of an 
appropriate and available individual be forwarded to the Steering Committee 
by the Dean. 


In response to an earlier reference to financial documents being tabled at 
SCAPP but not forwarded to Senate, Dr. Lightstone advised that the only 
document that had been tabled at SCAPP that could be described as financial 
was a one-page spread sheet that attempted to project the University's 
revenue for next year, and which, by resolution of SCAPP, was presented 
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with commentary by Dr. Proppe at the very next Senate meeting; that in 
addition, he had prepared a draft document for his own edification as an 
attempt to propose certain hypotheses for discussion with the Deans, but 
which was not a SCAPP document; and that there was no document of a 
financial nature that went to SCAPP that did not come to Senate. 


In further comments, the feeling was expressed that the discussion, 
resolutions, motions and notices of motions that were coming up, etc., all 
indicated that at the end of the day, Concordia would be facing a crisis of 
legitimacy; that the problem was how to "indicate the indicators"; that after 
all of the quantitative discussion and the logic that would be brought to bear, 
the matter would come down to a question of judgement, 1.e., everything 
would come down to a question of qualitative concerns masquerading 
behind quantitative indicators; that during the initial discussions a concern 
had been raised over the tremendous amount of time that was being devoted 
to the process, 1.e., to the question as to how we were going to procede, 
knowing that when it came time for consideration of the substance there 
would not be a proper debate at Senate; and the feeling was expressed that at 
some stage we might have to draw a distinction between the situation this 
year, with an adjustment and coming to a short-term decision, and carrying 
on a more substantive debate on the principles vis-a-vis budgetary cuts and 
relocations, etc., as they come forward for next year, i.e., in order to keep 
the University afloat, we might have to make some ad hoc decisions now 
which hopefully would not have too great an effect on the long-range 
decisions that were going to have to be taken. 


Senate was advised that the sentiments expressed above were identical to 
those that had been put forward in the document that had been presented and 
discussed at SCAPP in December 1995, and discussed and tabled at Senate 
in February 1996; and it was argued that the challenge would be to make the 
interim bridging decisions that were going to have to be taken in such a way 
as to ensure that they did not overly prejudice or undermine the long-range 
priority decisions that would be forthcoming. 


In final comments it was stated that we would not reach a point in the future 
where the budget was driven solely by indicators, i.e., the planning process 
had to include an element of judgement based upon a consensus as to what 
we wanted Concordia University to be; and that regardless of whatever else 
the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee was supposed to do, it had been 
mandated to explain the budget in terms that were clearly understandable to 
all members of Senate vis-a-vis the academic implications. 


Arts and Science Faculty Council Resolution 


Prof. Shulman advised that the Arts and Science Faculty Council Resolution 
contained in Document US-96-3-D14 was being given as a "Notice of 
Motion" for consideration at the next Senate meeting. He further advised 
that Dean Anvari had agreed that a resolution on the same subject that had 
been adopted this morning by the Commerce and Administration Faculty 
Council was also to be considered as a "Notice of Motion" to be dealt with 
at the next meeting. 
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Proposed Revision to the Composition of the Council of the School of 
Graduate Studies 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. KLAMPH, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE REVISION TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COUNCIL OF THE SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES PROPOSED 
IN DOCUMENT US-96-3-D5. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed establishment of the Balvir Singh Graduation Medal 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. BABA, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BALVIR SINGH 
GRADUATION MEDAL AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-3- D6. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposal concerning a change in name of the Psychology Department 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
KUSY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CHANGE IN NAME OF THE 
PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT TO A "NAMED" SCHOOL OF 
PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCES AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-3-D7, WITH IMPLEMENTATION SUBJECT TO RECEIPT OF 
THE REQUIRED ENDOWMENT FUNDING. 


In presenting the motion, Prof. Chaikelson provided background 
information and rationale with respect to the proposal concerning the change 
in name of the Psychology Department to a "named" school of 
Psychological Sciences. She also confirmed that as stipulated in the motion 
on the floor the name of the Department would not be changed until such 
time as the appropriate endowment of perhaps 5 million dollars had been 
received. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Administrative Reorganization 


In presenting and explaining the Administrative Reorganization proposed in 
Document US-96-3-D8, Dr. Lowy advised that the purpose of the 
reorganization was to enable Concordia to operate as efficiently as possible 
and at the lowest possible cost; and that the proposal was expected to 
generate a saving of over | million dollars. He also explained that the 
reorganization included the retention of the position of Vice-Rector, 
Services; that the administrative layer of Associate Vice-Rectors was being 
eliminated; that the title of Vice-Rector, Academic would be changed to 


Vice-Rector, Academic and Provost; that the University Libraries would be 
moved from the Vice-Rector, Services portfolio to the academic portfolio; 
and that the title of Dean of Graduate Studies would be renamed Dean of 
Graduate Studies and Research. In addition, he drew members' attention in 
particular to the changes within the portfolio of the Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations, including having Alumni Affairs and Labor Relations as units 
reporting directly to the Vice-Rector, the new function of Government and 
External Relations, combining Public Relations, Marketing and Information 
Services, and the separate CQI unit; revisions to the Vice-Rector, Services 
portfolio, including the separation of Recreation and Athletics from the Dean 
of Students, and Physical Resources and other units listed under Schedule 
F; the Office of Rights and Responsibilities and the combination of the 
Office of the Status of Women and Employment Equity under the Secretary- 
General portfolio; and the position of Chief Financial Officer. Finally, he 
advised that while there was time to have an extended discussion on the 
matter at today's meeting, there would also be an opportunity for further 
discussion on the proposed organizational structure at the next Senate 
meeting. 


During the ensuing discussion, issues and concerns that were raised and 
responded to included questions with respect to the anticipated cost-savings 
of over | million dollars and whether it was a real saving or simply a 
redistribution of costs elsewhere; the relationship between the Chief 
Financial Officer and academic planning; the rationale for the move of the 
International Students Office from Advocacy and Support Services to the 
Centre for International Academic Cooperation; the lack of emphasis in the 
reorganized structure on University and industry interaction, particularly in 
the area of research; the absence of reference to the imaginative use of 
technology with respect to teaching, etc., and the possibility of including 
reference to this in the job description of the Director of Information 
Technology; a possible negative message being given by the proposed 
reorganizations to the internal and external communities vis-a-vis the status 
of research at Concordia, and the need for reassurances with respect to this; 
and leaving Computer Services under the aegis of the Vice-Rector, 
Services, while at the same time shifting the responsibility for the 
University Libraries to the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Dr. Lowy advised that he would have to retract an earlier comment vis-a-vis 
Senate input on the reorganization, in that he had just been reminded that in 
order to be able to initiate the search process for Vice-Rector, Services, he 
had planned to present the proposal to the Board of Governors for approval 
on 18 May 1996, and that if that schedule was maintained, there would be 
no opportunity for further input on the matter by members of Senate beyond 
today's meeting; and that while for the sake of expediency bringing the 
proposal to the Board in May would enable him to procede with the search 
for a Vice-Rector, Services, given that some members might feel that 
today's discussion was not sufficient, he was prepared to delay his 
presentation to the Board until after the next Senate meeting. 


In response to a question, Dr. Lowy advised that if approved, he would 
hope to be able to phase the changes in over a 7 or 8 month period, 1.e., the 
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target date hopefully would be | January 1997, with various parts being 
phased in earlier than others. 


Continuous discussion centred on the pros and cons of completing the 
Senate discussion and input at today's meeting, including the need to begin 
as soon as possible the search processes for the various positions. It was 
also suggested that the proposed reorganizations be made available 
immediately to the community-at-large in order to provide an opportunity 
for input prior to the Board of Governors meeting; and that advisory 
committees be established for the positions of Director of Physical 
Resources and Director of Information Technology to ensure that the 
incumbents would not be divorced from the University's academic 
enterprise, and to provide them with an opportunity to discuss on a monthly 
basis the academic undertakings and how they related to the things that they 
were trying to accomplish. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BABA, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TOMERLIN, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
REORGANIZATION PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-3-D8. 


Issues which were raised and responded to included suggestions that 
delaying Senate approval would be beneficial and would provide a period of 
time which would enable people to respond directly to the Rector vis-a-vis 
possible changes, etc., which might be useful and enhance the strength of 
the proposals in the long run; and concerns vis-a-vis the Senate 
consideration of restructuring-related resolutions that had been adopted 
earlier in the year by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, particularly with 
respect to the School of Graduate Studies. A concern was also expressed, 
however, that a delay might jeopardise any chance of the University being 
able to attract the best possible candidates for the various positions 
involved. It was further pointed out that the next Senate meeting would be 
fully occupied not only by consideration of the 1996-97 budgets, but also 
the Faculty and School of Graduate Studies planning documents. 


In response to some of the concerns that were expressed with respect to the 
motion on the floor, Dr. Lowy advised that regardless as to whichever way 
the vote might go, there would still be two weeks before the May 1996 
meeting of the Board of Governors and that he would be most appreciative 
for any advice with respect to the proposed reorganization he might receive 
during that period of time; and he also reiterated that he was not opposed to 
delaying a vote on the matter at the Board meeting, pending further 
discussion by Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (12 in favour; 0 
opposed; 7 abstentions). 


Next Meetings 


Dr. Lowy reminded members that there would be a joint meeting of Senate 
and the Board of Governors to interview the final candidates for the position 


of Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations, at 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, 22 May 
1996 in the J.A. de Seve Cinema; and that there would be a meeting of 
Senate beginning at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, 23 May 1996, in the Senate 
Chamber which might go all day. He also advised that the regular May 
meeting would be held at 2:00 p.m., Friday, 31 May 1996 in the Senate 
Chamber. 


Adjournment 


96-3-14 The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m., on a motion by Dean Taddeo, 
seconded by Dr. Lightstone. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


